Appl.No. 10/681,107 

Resp. Dated January 30 ? 2008 

Reply to Office Action of October 30, 2007 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the above-identified application are 
respectfully requested. Claims 1-7 remain pending in the application. 

In the office action, the Examiner rejected claims 2-3 and 5 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) as being anticipated over U.S. Publ. Pat. Appl. No. 2005/0054337 to 
Nobusawa et al. However, Nobusawa was filed on October 30, 2003, and the present 
application claims the benefit under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a) of earlier filed Korean Patent 
Application No. 2003-0039421, which was filed June 18, 2003, and a certified copy of 
which was submitted together with the present application. Accordingly, Nobusawa is 
not prior art, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

Similarly, the Examiner rejected claims 6-7 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nobusawa in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,943,625 to Yeom. 
However, since Nobusawa is not prior art, as discussed above, this rejection should 
also be withdrawn. 

Claims 1 and 4 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yeom. Applicants traverse the rejection, since Yeom clearly fails to teach or 
suggest each of the elements of claims 1 and 4. Yeom, at best, teaches a dual function 
device which operates in one of two modes: cordless phone or computer mouse. 
However, when the Yeom device is in mouse mode, it is incapable of receiving a 
telephone call. In otherwords, Yeom fails to teach or suggest a device which: performs 
a remote control function of an electronic product in a remote control mode, and when 
communication is tried during the remote control mode, terminating the remote 
control mode, providing communication service at the portable terminal upon a 

-6- 



Appl.No. 10/681,107 

Resp. Dated January 30, 2008 

Reply to Office Action of October 30, 2007 



user 's selection after displaying the communication standby state on a display of the 
portable terminal; and when the communication ends, returning to the remote control 



Accordingly, since Yeom fails to teach or suggest a device which can receive a 
communication (a telephone call) and interrupt the remote control function to receive 
the call, Yeom fails to anticipate or render obvious embodiments of the present 
invention, as claimed in claims 1 and 4. Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance 
of claims 1 and 4 is respectfully requested. 

In view of the above, it is believed that the application is in condition for 
allowance and notice to this effect is respectfully requested. Should the Examiner 
have any questions, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at the 
telephone number indicated below. 



mode. 



Respectfully Submitted, 




Christian C. Michel 
Attorney for Applicant 
Reg. No. 46,300 



Roylance, Abrams, Berdo & Goodman, L.L.P. 
1300 19 th Street, N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 659-9076 
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